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SUMMARY
Sprint's proposal to reform the contribution and collection process for federal
universal service meets the Commission's goals of being adaptable to changes in the
marketplace, competitively neutral, and relatively simple to administer. Sprint is the only
party that succeeded in developing one plan that balanced these three goals in a manner that
considered the interests of all primary contributors to universal service, including consumers.

The cornerstones of Sprint's proposal are (1) a collect and remit process, in which carriers bill

their customers a prescribed amount and then the carriers remit to the tund exactly what

they collect; (i1) a per-line contribution and collection method, and (ii1) interstate allocators
that are applied to the total revenues of IXCs, LECs and CMRS to determine their interstate
revenues. Fach of these cornerstones is designed to be competitively neutral and simple to
admunister.

e The collect and remit process solves many of the problems raised by the Commission in
the NPRM, including the mismatch between carrier contribution and collection rates and
the competitive disadvantages caused by the regulatory lag.

e The per-line collection method is superior to a revenue-based approach, because it 1s
simpler to administer and competitively neutral. Contrary to positions taken by some
commenters, the per-line approach is equitable and lawtul.

e Sprint's proposal to apply an interstate allocator to each of the primary carrier segments
greatly simplifies the onerous process of individually identitying and subsequently
confirming interstate revenues, and results in a uniform per-line charge across entire

market segments.

1



Finally, Sprint's proposal as a whole 1s adaptable to changes in the marketplace, including
the addition of providers such as cable television companies and internet telephony

providers.
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REPLY COMMENTS OF SPRINT CORPORATION
Sprint Corporation (“Sprint”), on behalf of its local, long distance and wireless
divisions, submits its Reply Comments to the comments filed on June 25, 2001, in response
to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, released on May 8, 2001, as FCC 01-45, in the above
referenced dockets ("INPRM").
I Introduction.
In the NPRM, the Commussion requested that parties propose methodologies for

assessing and recovering universal service contributions that are "adaptable to changes in the



marketplace, competitively neutral, and relatively simple to administer."" While there was
certainly no unanimity regarding proposed remedies, there was a broad consensus in the
comments that the current regime did not meet these goals and 1s not sustainable.

In these Reply Comments, Sprint will demonstrate that its proposal does meet the
Commission's goals. Sprint is the only party that succeeded in developing one plan that
balanced the three goals of adaptability, neutrality and simplicity, taking into account the
interests of the primary contributors to universal service, including consumers - the ultimate
source of all universal service support. The cornerstones of Sprint's proposal are (1) the collect
and remit process, in which carriers bill their customers a prescribed amount and then the
carriers remit to the fund exactly what they collect; (11) a per-line approach, in which carriers
pay into the fund and assess customers a uniform charge per line served (for wireline
carriers) or per number served (for CMRS providers, referred to herein as "Wireless
carriers"); and (ii1) interstate allocators that are applied to the total revenues of IXCs, LECs
and Wireless carriers to determine their interstate revenues, thus simplifying the onerous
task of segregating interstate from intrastate revenues. Fach of these cornerstones is
designed to be competitively neutral and simple to administer. Below, Sprint will address the
advantages of each cornerstone in response to the comments filed herein, and how Sprint's
proposal as a whole 1s adaptable to changes in the marketplace. Finally, Sprint will support
comments suggesting a limit to the number of characters on the bill for the line item
surcharge and permitting Wireless carriers to file a consolidated report covering all of their
licenses.

IL. Sprint is the only commenter with a plan that balances all interests.

' NPRM at {16



In reforming the contribution and collection process for the federal universal service
tund to meet the goals of adaptability, competitive neutrality and simplicity, the Commission
must balance the interests of the primary contributors to the fund: the public and three
carrier segments: local exchange carriers ("LECs"), interexchange carriers ("IXCs") and
Wireless carriers. Of the three goals set forth above, the most important is that the
assessment and recovery process be simple to administer and cost-eftficient. Because
consumers ultimately pay universal service assessments and the costs of telecommunications
services, consumers benefit the most from Sprint's proposal to greatly simplify the
contribution and collection process and minimize administrative costs. In addition, as set
torth in more detail zzfia, Sprint's proposal addresses concerns raised by consumer
advocates.

Of the dozens of parties filing comments, Sprint is the only party that proposed a
plan that balanced the interests of all three primary contributing carrier segments. Sprint's
plan necessarily balanced these interests because Sprint has business interests in all three
segments, and Sprint filed one plan on behalf of all of these business interests. Other carriers
with multiple business interests filed multiple comments, which in some cases, conflicted
among affiliates.”

In balancing the interests of the carrier segments, Sprint's proposal carefully steers a
course that does not unduly favor or disadvantage any one group. For example, Sprint
segregates the Wireless carriers from the wireline carriers in order to maintain the
proportionate status quo between these two groups in universal service contributions, thus

avoiding any rate shock to the Wireless carriers and their customers. Further, Sprint's

? For example, comments were filed by both AT&T and AT&T Wireless, by Verizon and
Verizon Wireless, and by SBC, BellSouth and Cingular. AT&T proposed per-line
contributions to the fund while AT&T Wireless advocated a revenue-based assessment.



proposal takes the successtul sate harbor methodology used by the wireless sector and

broadens it into interstate allocators to be used by each of the three carrier segments.

III.  Sprint's Collect and Remit process is competitively neutral and easy to
administer.

Many concerns raised by commenting parties are addressed by Sprint’s proposed
collect and remit methodology. Collect and remit calls for carriers to act purely as collection
agents, contributing to the fund exactly the amount that they collect from end users.

Carriers would pay neither more nor less into the fund than they collect, nor would carriers
be obligated to pay into the fund any amount other than exactly the amount they collect.
Collect and remit solves one of the major concerns raised by the Commission in the NPRM,
the fact that percentages applied to customers’ bills differ from the Commussion’s
contribution factor. One of the primary reasons for this difference is non-recovery,
requiring carriers to compensate for amounts paid in to the fund that are not collected from
end users. As AT&T pointed out, “Because each carrier faces a different risk of non-
recovery, good faith etforts to fashion recovery mechanisms will inevitably result in line-item
tees of substantially varying amounts...The best way to remove these anomalies 1s to...make

> Under collect and

the fund, rather than the individual carriers, account for non-recovery.
remit, the fund itself 1s accountable for any potential non-recovery and any adjustments that
are made to compensate for non-recovery (or under-recovery) are made at the fund level,
and are made across all carriers so as to ensure competitive neutrality.

Collect and remit also addresses a potential tlaw in the Commission’s proposed rule to

require that the percentage applied to customers’ bills equal the contribution factor. Such a

rule would leave carriers with no recourse to address the problem of non-recovery except, as

* AT&T Comments at 3-5.



AT&T correctly observed, to force carriers to recover some portion of their contributions
implicitly through rates." By removing the issue of non-recovery from the carrier, as ao/llect
and remit does, carriers no longer have a reason to charge amounts that ditfer from the
contribution factor. Nor would carriers have a reason to charge an amount that ditfers
trom, in the case of Sprint’s proposal, a prescribed per-line charge.

The Commission has attempted to deal with one aspect of the non-recovery problem
by proposing that assessments be based on collected revenues, rather than billed revenues.
In comments, several carriers supported this approach, including SBC, which stated that
using collected revenues helps carriers avoid the need to make adjustments to their recovery
mechanism to avoid under-recovering.” Unfortunately, changing the assessment base to
collected revenues only resolves one aspect of the non-recovery dilemma. Non-recovery is a
tunction of two things: 1) Using billed revenues, rather than collected revenues, as a base,
and 2) the regulatory lag that has some carriers’ obligations assessed on larger revenues than
they currently recetve. Sprint’s proposed collect and remit methodology addresses both
these issues.

Under Sprint’s plan, carriers collect a per-line fee (or a per-number fee, in the case of
Wireless carriers) and remit exactly this amount to the fund. The fee does not vary across
carriers within an industry. For example, all wireless providers collect and remit the same
per line fee from each number, so the fee 1s competitively neutral. But beyond competitive
neutrality, the “equal fee per line” approach eliminates the timing problem caused by any
type of lag. To see why this 1s so, it is important to understand that each carrier collects and
remits from each line (number) it currently serves. For wireline carriers as an industry, the

overall growth of switched lines has historically been positive. For wireless carriers, the

“Id. at 7-8.



overall growth of numbers 1s clearly positive. Hence, at this time under-recovery 1s
extremely unlikely because the total number of lines/numbers from which the fund is
recovered 1s only increasing. For example, assume the total recovery of the fund 1s initially
allocated over “X” million lines on a per line basis. Two months later lines have grown by

amount “g,” and so the per-line charge is being recovered trom “X + €” million lines.

ER2?

Because “€” 1s positive, or at worst, zero, the fund can only break even or develop a surplus.
Any surplus can then be used to adjust (reduce) future per-line charges, in an equitable
manner across all carriers.’

Furthermore, because each line (or number) provides the same contribution to the
fund, gains or losses experienced by individual carriers have no effect on the contributions
tlowing into the fund because they are offset by the changes to other carriers. If, over the
course of this two-month example, ILEC A has lost 1,000 lines to CLEC B, then ILEC A 1s
paying less into the fund on the second month, and CLEC B 1s paying more. But there
would be no shorttall, nor would ILEC A need to contribute based on lines (customers) it
no longer serves.

Therefore, collect and remit simultaneously addresses the 1ssues of non-recovery and
regulatory lag. It eliminates the zncentive and the need tor any carrier to shape or manipulate
end user charges in any way. Collect and remit, combined with an equivalent per-line (or
per-number) charge across all industry providers, reduces uncertainty with regard to funding

levels. Itis administratively simple and ensures competitive neutrality.

® SBC Comments at 7-9.

¢ Although it is possible that some LECs might actually experience negative access line
growth, the fact 1s that switched lines continue to grow in total, while growth in the number
of wireless customers is obviously robust. Also, if for some reason USAC opposed
maintaining a surplus for the fund, a growth factor could easily be incorporated into the line
counts to minimize any disparity.



Iv. Sprint's per-line contribution method is superior to a revenue-based approach
in achieving administrative simplicity and competitive neutrality.

The crucial fork in the road for most comments was whether to base universal
service assessments on revenues or lines. Sprint's per-line proposal is the easier road on
which to travel, avoiding the contentious arguments raging over revenue-based assessments.
The revenue-based commenters are tangled in disputes over whether to use billed revenues
versus collected revenues, and whether revenues should be historical, current or projected.”
The main issue in the "billed versus collected" dispute is who bears the cost of uncollectible
revenues. The main issue in the "historic, current or projected” dispute is how to deal with
the regulatory lag between calculation of the contribution factor and collection from end
users. Sprint's per-line plan steers clear of these disputes. As stated above, under Sprint's
plan it no longer matters whether revenues are collected or billed, because carriers assess the
same amount per line and remit exactly what they collect. Further, Sprint's plan can use
conventently available historical data, because USAC will simply make any necessary ongoing
adjustments to the per-line assessment.

In comparison to the revenue-based disputes, the only issues raised by the per-line
method are (1) how to count high capacity circuits that contain multiple voice channels, and
(i) how to count IXC lines, which are the same lines as the LEC's. The first issue can be
resolved by a proxy for the multi-line customer, similar to that used with local number

portability.® The second issue can be resolved by permitting the LEC, who has the physical

7 As discussed infz in Sections VIII and IX, Sprint's proposal also eliminates disputes
regarding allocation of revenues derived from bundled service offerings.

® See 47 CFR §52.33. For example, one PBX trunk receives nine monthly LNP charges,
while a PRI ISDN line recerves tive monthly LNP charges. However, Sprint notes that any
such proxy mechanism must not conflict with the etficiencies gained by using the LEC as
the sole wireline collection channel.



connection to the end user, to collect the entire wireline portion on behalf of itself and the
IXc’
The revenue-based commenters attack the line-based advocates by vaguely asking

""" The Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee deftly

how to define a "line.’
anticipated this issue by counting each line assessed a subscriber line charge ("SLC") for
wireline users, and each number associated with a handset for wireless users."" Lines that are
assessed SI.Cs and numbers associated with activated wireless handsets are familiar, standard
measures in the industry.”

V. The Per-Line collection method is equitable.

The per-line charge is an equitable method for carriers to recover the cost of
universal service from end users. Those opposed to a per-line approach maintain that such
an approach is "regressive,”" because it applies an equal assessment to each end user line
regardless of the end user's network usage.” This argument is a red herring. First, a per-line
charge is not regressive, but equitable. Universal service benetits each connection to the
network; thus, a party who has more connections (i.e., lines) pays more universal service
charges. Second, as discussed in Sprint's comments, revenues may not necessarily correlate
to usage. A party may experience relatively more network usage but, based on a particular
calling plan, may produce less interstate revenue subject to funding assessments. '* Finally,

Sprint calculates that the per-line assessment for wirelines will initially be less than one dollar

per month, a relatively small amount that cannot seriously be considered cause for concern.

? This proposal is supported by WorldCom, as discussed in more detail infia.

Y SBC Comments at 15-16; BellSouth Comments at 3.

" Ad Hoc Comments at 27.

2 For example, regulatory assessment fees for certain wireless cartiers are based on the
number of wireless handsets.

B USTA Comments at 4-5; American Public Communications Council Comments at 3-4.
' Sprint Comments at 6-7.



Further, Sprint's equitable proposal answers the concerns of consumer advocates
regarding customer surcharges. Consumer advocates oppose any customer surcharge as
misleading and deceptive.”” These consumer advocates believe that carriers should absorb
universal service costs as a cost of doing business. First, it 1s misleading to hide these costs
in various service rates. Economic theory dictates that in this case such costs will be
recovered from those customers and in those services least susceptible to competition.
Second, universal service costs differ from other costs of doing business because universal
service costs cannot be competed away through greater efficiency. No matter how efticient
a carrier may be, its universal service obligation will not change.

Under Sprint's plan, no carrier would either over or underrecover. All customer
groups would be treated the same.® The flat per-line charge is very clear and easy to
understand."” As opposed to hiding the charge within the price for a service, the per-line
charge tells customers exactly what they are paying for federal universal service. Plus,
Sprint's proposal for uniform assessments across an entire industry segment competitively
neutralizes the universal service charge, allowing customers to judge carrier ofterings
completely on the quality of the telecommunications service being provided, not on a
carriet's regulatory strategy.

VI.  The Per-Line charge complies with court decisions requiring support to be

explicit and derived from interstate revenues.

Y Nat'l Assn. Of State Utility Consumer Advocates ("NASUCA") Comments at 7-8; Texas
Office of Public Utility Counsel ("Texas OPC") Comments at 2-4.

' Large business users would pay their fair share of the costs of universal service based on
the proxies developed for the services they use, as discussed above.

" Flat charges are, in fact, the preferred pricing practice in the market today—witness the
internet industry which mnitially charged by the minute but ultimately rejected that idea,
providing unlimited usage for a flat fee. See also Wireless carriers, which use flat fee
“buckets,” and the long distance industry, which continues to move toward flat fee



The per-line charge assessed to end users fulfills the mandate of the Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals that universal service support be explicit."® The Fifth Circuit has now
twice prohibited carriers from recovering the cost of universal service through access
charges.” Therefore, NECA's suggestion to again allow LECs to try to obtain cost recovery
through access charges is, at best, misplaced.” Likewise, the interests of full disclosure
require that consumers know what they are being charged for universal service. Rather than
bury this charge within the cost of service, as suggested by consumer advocates, or launder it
through access charges, as suggested by NECA, the better practice 1s to explicitly disclose
universal service support as a line item surcharge on customer bills.

Sprint's proposal to assess per-line charges does not impropetly impose a charge on
intrastate services. Some commenters argue that a per-line charge, especially on LEC bills,
improperly recovers payment from intrastate revenues.” These commenters support their
position by citing the TOPUC decision, wherein the Fifth Circuit ruled that the Commission
could not assess federal universal service contributions on carriers' combined interstate and
intrastate revenues.” The TOPUC Court was concerned that the Commission would use a
carriet's total revenues, including intrastate revenues, in order to establish that carrier's share
of tederal universal service funding. The Court saw this as an improper encroachment on
intrastate matters. Sprint's proposal avoids a charge on intrastate revenues by first applying

an interstate allocator to an entire carrier segment's end user telecommunication revenues to

“buckets.” Also, with respect to local rates, measured usage is the very rare exception and
even when offered has experienced a low take rate.

"™ Texas Office of Public Utility Connsel v. FCC, 183 F.3d 393, 425 (5" Cir. 1999) ("TOPUC").

¥ See TOPUC and Comsat Corp. v. FCC, Case No. 00-60044 (5" Cir. decided May 3, 2001).

* NECA Comments at 9-12.

! Verizon Comments at 2-5; USTA Comments at 4-5. It is worth noting that Verizon, a
USTA member, currently recovers its USF contribution on a per line basis, without regard to

a customer's mix of interstate and intrastate revenues.
2 TOPUC, 183 F.3d at 446-448.

10



determine that segment's interstate revenues. Thus, only interstate revenues are considered

in determining each carrier's share of the interstate fund, in full compliance with the TOPUC

decision.

Critics may complain that a per-line charge unduly burdens a customer who had no
interstate calling and generated no interstate revenue. Spint's reply is that this per line
assessment 1s no different than the federally mandated SLC, which is designed to recover the
interstate portion of the loop. Moreover, this complaint ignores the instances where
customers have “interstate” usage, but generate no “interstate” bill, such as when the
customer places a toll free call or recerves a call originated in another state.

VII. Requiring the LECs to make fund payments on behalf of all wireline carriers
is the most administratively simple and efficient manner of processing these
payments, and is competitively neutral.

Sprint agrees with WorldCom that the carrier who 1s physically connected to the
wireline customer can most efticiently collect and contribute universal service funding. Of
necessity, this will be the LEC.*> This is the correct result, even though the LECs will end
up processing the entire wireline share of universal service. Because universal service
contributions are recovered from consumers, it is paramount that the fund be administered
as efficiently as possible while maintaining competitive neutrality.

Some parties may question whether collection and payment by the LEC complies
with sections 254(b)(4) and 254(d) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the
"Act"), which require carriers to contribute to the preservation and advancement of
universal service in an equitable and nondiscriminatory manner.” This concern is

unfounded. Under Sprint's proposal, when a wireline customer pays the universal service

2 WorldCom Comments at 22-25.

11



charge, and such payment is forwarded to USAC by the collecting wireline carrier (LEC)
under the collect and remit process discussed supra, the LEC and IXC that jointly provide
the customer's wireline service have effectively made an equitable contribution to the fund.
The LEC contribution of this universal service charge to the fund is also nondiscriminatory,
because it does not disadvantage the collecting party competitively. If LECs serve as the
collecting parties there would be no benefit to a customer trom switching LECs since the
assessment would remain regardless of what LEC served the end-user. * This is effectively
competitive neutrality. Finally, the customer has paid the correct per-line amount, and has
benetited by only having to pay it once, instead of once to the customer's LEC and once to
an IXC.
VIII. The interstate allocator process is simple to administer and competitively
neutral.

As discussed in Sprint's Comments, the most onerous aspect of universal service
administration is the effort needed to segregate interstate and intrastate revenues.” Sprint's
proposal to use interstate allocators to calculate interstate revenues greatly simplifies this
administrative burden. In addition, since the allocators apply equally across an entire market
segment, this proposal is competitively neutral.

A. The interstate allocator for Wireless carriers should not change.

Wireless carriers are currently allowed to determine their interstate revenues by
applying an interstate allocator (Z.e., a sate harbor percentage) to their total

. . 27 . . .
telecommunications revenues.” The Commission approved this allocator because of the

47 U.S.C. §254(b)(4) and (d).

» See Sprint Comments at 8; WorldCom Comments at 19-20.

* Sprint Comments at 4.

*" Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Memorandum Opinion
and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 13 FCC Red 21252 (1998) (" Wireless

12



great difficulty Wireless carriers experience in isolating interstate from intrastate revenues.
The comments in this docket indicate widespread support for the continued use of the
wireless allocator because it 1s still infeasible for Wireless carriers to segregate interstate
revenues.”

In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, the wireless interstate allocator
should remain at the 15% level set in the Wiereless Safe Harbor Order. Although some
commenters would like to increase the allocator, none provided any evidence that wireless
interstate revenues are greater than 15% of total wireless telecommunication revenues.”
Numerous Wireless carriers voiced support for maintaining the current allocator.”
Moreover, current wireless pricing plans provide no evidence to support a figure that varies
trom the current 15%. For example, many wireless plans include a bundle of minutes (e.g.,
200 peak minutes plus 1000 off-peak minutes, for $34.99 per month) that include local and
long distance calling. It is virtually impossible to determine what percentage of that bundle
should be allocated to interstate calls, much less interstate revenues. Further, while there is
no doubt that wireless calling volumes have expanded over the past three years, it cannot be
determined that interstate volume as a percentage of total volume has changed. Finally, even
assuming arguendo that interstate volume has increased as a percentage of total call volume,
since the price of long distance calling has clearly decreased since the 1998 Wireless Safe
Harbor Orderwas i1ssued, it 1s far from certain that wireless interstate revenues have increased

. . 31 . .
as a percentage of total telecommunications revenues.” In summary, there 1s no evidence

Safe Harbor Order”). 'The allocator is currently 15% tor cellular and PCS providers, 12% for
paging providers, and 1% for certain SMR providers.

2 Cingular Comments at 5; AT&T Wireless Comments at 7-8; Nextel Comments at 10;
Verizon Wireless at 4; Sprint Comments at 5.

* SBC Comments at 13; WorldCom Comments at 12.

¥ Verizon Wireless at 5-8; Cingular at 5-6.

! See AT&T Wireless Comments at 9.
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that the wireless allocator of 15% should be changed. Without any evidence, the

Commission has no rational basis to change the allocator.

B. Since the broadened use of interstate allocators is an original concept in

this docket, it was not addressed in the comments.

Because Sprint's proposal to apply the allocator mechanism to wireline carriers is

an original concept, there are no specific comments on this proposal to which we can

respond. However, many commenting parties provided arguments that support the 7eed tor

an allocator. Specitically, Ad Hoc points out the difficulty in determining jurisdictional
distinctions between both traffic and services.”® Thus, an interstate allocator is useful for
wireline carriers, in addition to Wireless carriers.

IX.  Sprint's proposal is adaptable to changes in the marketplace.

The concepts advanced by Sprint are flexible enough to adapt as the
telecommunications market changes. For example, it the Commission requires cable
television providers who offer telecommunications services ("CTPs") to contribute to the
tund, these providers could easily be incorporated as a separate carrier segment. The
Commission would develop an interstate aggregator for the CTPs, and the CTPs would
report to USAC their line count and total telecommunications revenues. USAC would

assign a per-line charge to the CIPs who would assess it to their telecommunications

customers and remit their collections to the fund. In effect, the CTPs would fit neatly into

the process.

Internet telephony providers ("I'TPs") are another group that the Commission may

someday include as contributors to the fund. Again, Sprint's proposed process can adapt to

include I'TPs. Like the CTPs, I'TPs would be assigned an interstate allocator, or proxy, to

*2 Ad Hoc Comments at 20-24.
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determine their interstate revenues. Assuming that I'TPs use the same connection as other
wireline providers, I'TP interstate revenues would be added to the wireline industry
obligation for recovery through the wireline per-line assessment. If consumers were
eftectively substituting IP telephony for traditional interstate long distance calling, the
wireline portion of the tund, and correspondingly assessments on consumers, would see
little or no change.

Some commenters advocated that the Commission require CTPs and/or ITPs to
contribute to the fund.”® Sprint agrees that this issue should be addressed at some point.
However, for purposes of this docket, the Commission's immediate goal should be to fix the
tundamental problems that are currently hampering the system. Once the Commussion has
simplified administration of the fund in a competitively neutral manner, it should then
address non-traditional issues and parties.

X. Miscellaneous issues.

A. Sprint supports comments suggesting that the language used to describe

the line item surcharge be shortened and abbreviated.

Due to constraints in billing, Sprint 1s only able to provide 25 characters per line on
its bills. Theretore, Sprint agrees with WorldCom that the line item description should be
shortened, and that carriers should be permitted to abbreviate as necessary without clouding
the meaning of the fee.” For example, the term "Fed'l Universal Svce Fee" should be
acceptable.

B. Sprint supports comments permitting Wireless carriers to file a

consolidated report covering their respective licenses.

* SBC Comments at 12; USTA Comments at 7-8.
** See WorldCom Comments at 31.

15



Finally, Sprint agrees with Verizon Wireless that national Wireless carriers with
multiple licenses should be permitted to file one consolidated universal service revenue
report on behalf of itself and the licensees.” This would lighten administrative tasks for both
the carriers and USAC.

XI.  Conclusion.

As stated in Sprint's Comments, the plan proposed by Sprint solves the major
problems currently afflicting the federal universal service fund. Sprint's approach brings a
balanced solution to these problems. Sprint's proposal 1s adaptable to changes in the
marketplace, competitively neutral and simple to administer, as required by the Commussion.
No comments filed in this docket raise any serious flaws that impact Sprint's proposal. The
Commission should approve Sprint's proposal to reform the federal universal service
collection and contribution process.

Respecttully submitted,

SPRINT CORPORATION

By //s/]

Jay C. Keithley

Richard Juhnke

Roger C. Sherman

401 9™ Street, NW, #400
Washington, DC 20004
(202) 585-1920

Rick Zucker

Brian K. Staihr

6360 Sprint Parkway,
KSOPHE0302
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% Verizon Wireless Comments at 17-18.
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Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Kevin Martin

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Lauren Maxim Van Wazer

Office of Commissioner Copps
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Bryan Tramont

Office of Commissioner Abernathy
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

IIsll

Joyce Y. Walker

Commissioner Michael Copps
Federal Communications
Commission

445 12" Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Gloria Tristani
Federal Communications
Commission

445 12" Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

Peter Tenhula

Office of Chairman Michael Powell
Federal Communications
Commission

445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Kyle Dixon

Office of Chairman Powell
Federal Communications
Commission

445 12" Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

Adam Krinsky

Office of Commissioner Tristani
Federal Communications
Commission

445 12" Street SW
Washington, DC 20554
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Matthew Brill

Office of Commissioner Abernathy
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Jordan Goldstein

Office of Commissioner Copps
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Dorothy Atwood, Chief

CCB

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Michael F. Altschul

Cellular Telecommunications &
Internet Assoc.

1250 Connecticut Ave, NW Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Charles C Hunter

Catherine M. Hannan

Hunter Communications Law Group
1424 Sixteenth Street, NW, Suite 105
Washington, DC 20036

Jason Freidrich

Laura H Phillips

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson

1200 New Hampshire Ave, NW Suite
800

Washington, DC 20036

Deena Shetler

Office of Commissioner Tristani
Federal Communications
Commission

445 12" Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

Thomas Sugrue, Chief
Wireless Telecommunications
Bureau

Federal Communications
Commission

445 12" Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

Albert H. Kramer

Jacob S Farber

Jeffrey H. Tignor

Dickstein Shapiro Morin and
Oshinsky

2101 L Street NW
Washington, DC 20037-1526

Jeffry A. Brueggemen
Roger K Toppins

Paul K Mancini

SBC Communications
1401 Eye Street NW. Suite
1100

Washington, DC 20005

Joseph DiBella

Verizon

1320 North Court House Road,
Eighth Floor

Arlington, VA 22201

Thomas Jones

Christi Shewman

Willkie, Farr and Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21° Street NW
Washington, DC 20036
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Billy Jack Gregg

West Virginia Consumer
Advocate Division

700 Union Building
Charleston, WV 25301

Lawrence E. Sarjeant

Linda L. Kent

Keith Townsend

John W. Hunter

USTA

1401 H Street NW. Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005

Cheryl L. Parrino

D. Scott Barash

Robert W. Haga

Linda Miller

Universal Service Administrative
Company

2120 L Street NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20037

Douglas I. Brandon

AT&T Wireless Services Inc.
1150 Connecticut Ave, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Richard A. Askoff

National Exchange Carrier
Association

2120 L Street NW Suite 650
Washington, DC 20037

Thomas M. Koutsky
Claudia J. Earls

Z-Tel Communications, Inc.
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd,
Suite 330

Tampa, FL 33602

Michael J. Travieso

National Association of State Consumer
Advocates

700 Union Building

Charleston, WV 25301

Richard Sbaretta

Theodore Kingsley

BellSouth Corporation

675 West Peachtree Street, Suite 675
Atlanta, GA 30375

Mark C. Rosenblum

Judy Sello

AT&T Corporation

Room 1135L2

295 North Maple Ave
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Colin M Alberts

Robert Hanson

Verestar, Inc.

3040 Williams Drive, Suite 600
Fairfax, VA 22031

J.R. Carbonell

Carol L. Tacker

David G. Richards

Cingular Wireless

5565 Glenridge Connector, Suite 1700
Atlanta, GA 30342

John E. Welch

EPIK Communications Inc.

3501 Quadrangle Blvd., Suite 225
Orlando, FL 32779
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L. Marie Guillory

Daniel Mitchell

National Telephone Cooperative
Association

4121 Wilson Blvd, 10" Floor
Arlington, VA 22203

Stuart E. Polikoff

Jeffrey W. Smith

OPASTCO

21 Dupont Circle NW. Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Susan Sanborn

Western Kentucky University
1 Big Red Way

116 Van Meter Hall

Bowling Green, KY 42101

Carl Wolf Billek

IDT Corporation

520 Broad Street

Newark, New Jersey 07102-
3111

John Ridgeway
James R. Langenberg
lowa Utilities Board
350 Maple Street

Des Moines, IA 50319

Laurie Pappas

Texas Office of Public Utility
Counsel

1701 N. Congress Avenue, Suite
9-180

Austin, TX 78701

Michael G. Hoffman
Patricia Zacharie

VarTec Telecom, Inc.

1600 Viceroy Dr.
Dallas, TX 75235

Harvey L. Buchanan

Florida State University

Rod K. Shaw Building
Tallahassee, FL 32306-1120

Jerry J. Gumpel

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton. LLP
510 West Broadway, 19" Floor

San Diego, CA 92101

Anthony Tanzi

ACUTA, Inc.

152 W. Zandale Dr., Suite 200
Lexington, KY 40503

Thomas Jones

Christi Shewman
Willkie, Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21°% Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Gene Kimmelman
Consumers Union

1666 Connecticut Ave NW
Washington, DC 20009
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Mark Cooper

Consumer Federation of
America

504 Highgate Terrace
Silver Spring, MD 20904

Lee L Sewyn

Susan M Gately

Economics and Technology Inc.
Suite 400

Two Center Plaza

Boston, MA 02108

Robert Aamoth

Heather M. Wilson

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP

1200 19" Street NW. Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036

Keith Oliver

Home Telephone Company, Inc
P.O. Box 1194

Moncks Corner, SC 29461

James E Graf Il

Kristen Neller Verderame
Sheba Chacko

BT North America Inc.

601 Pennsylvania Ave, North
Blvd # 625

Washington, DC 20004

Danny E. Adams

Andrea Pruitt Edmonds
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
8000 Towers Crescent Dr
Suite 1200

Vienna, VA 22182

James S. Blaszak

Levine, Balszak, Block & Boothby
2001 L Street NW. Suite 900
Washington, DC 20036

Chuck Goldfarb

Lori Wright

Alan Buzacott

1133 19" Street NW
Washington, DC 20036

John T. Scott

Charon J. Harris

Stephen J. Berman

Verizon Wireless

1300 | Street NW. Suite 400-W
Washington, DC 20005

Joel S Winnik

David L Sieradzki

Hogan & Hartson, LLP
Columbia Square

555 Thirteenth Street NW
Washington, DC 20004

Alan R. Shark

American Mobile Telecommunications Association

1150 18" Street NW. Suite 250
Washington, DC 20036

Howard D. Polsky
Keith H. Fagan

Lockheed Martin Globel Telecommunications

6560 Rock Spring Drive
Bethesda, MD
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John Prendergast

Gerard J. Duffy

Douglas W. Everette

Blooston, Mordkofsky, Dickens,
Duffy & Pendergast

2120 L Street NW. Suite 300
Washington, DC 20037

Dennis M. Doyle

Arch Wireless, Inc.

1800 West Park Drive

Suite 250

Westborough, MA 01581-3912

Christopher R. Day

Angela J Campbell

Institute for Public
Representation

Georgetown University Law
Center

600 New Jersey Ave., Suite 312
Washington, DC 20001

Susan Bahr, PC

Law Offices of Susan Bahr

P.O. Box 86089

Montgomery Village, MD 20886-
6089

Sylvia Lesse

John Kuykendall

Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson LLP
2120 L Street NW. Suite 520
Washington, DC 20037

Hope Halpern Barbulescu
Telstar International, Inc.
1 North Broadway

White Plains, NY 10601

26 Concerned “De Minimis” Carriers
1110 North Glebe Road. Suite 500
Arlington, VA 22201

Sharon J. Devine

Craig J. Brown

Qwest Communications

1020 19" Street NW. Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Joel Ader

Telecordia Technologies

710 L'Enfant Plaza S.W.,
Promenade Level, East Building
Washington, D.C. 20024
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